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THkwnnM I?" bl0l ° giCal ,° r ecological P a P ers but retained for taxonomic ones, 
literature review^ 3 reSearcher t0 trace lhe "omenclatural status of a species for ffis 

,, Tbe only va,ld alt ernative that I can see for taxonomists would be to list all 
the combinations under which a specific name has appeared. This system is followed 
by some workers but seems even more cumbersome than the present system. 

° N THE PROp OSED COMPLETION OF THE OFFICIAL LIST 
ENTRY FOR RHABDITIS DUJARDIN, [1855] (NEMATODA). Z N (S )937 
(see vol. 42, pp. 197-198) 

By W. Grant Inglis ( Office of the Chief Scientific Adviser, GPO Box 1625, Adelaide, 
South Australia 5001) 

i Secretary has advanced proposals intended to overcome a prob- 

lem wh.ch I, and others, had thought to have been resolved in 1928 when the name 

fo4^ith T P ur P°r tedly Placed on the Official List of Generic Names by Opinion 
04 with 7L terncola as type by subsequent designation' (see Dougherty E. C. 
1955, J Hebmmhol. vol. 29, pp. 105-152). That not being so, the proposals are 
acceptable because they do not alter the situation as it is generally understood 
Nevertheless, they seem vacuous because they do not (1) alter or protect the status 
of either the generic or the specific name, nor (2) solve any known, obvLus or 
anticipated problem in nomenclature, because of the provisions of Article 78f(iv) 

ative Vohm^T 05 ^ 7 ^ r K 0 °° Ugher ' y ’ S brief pa P er °f 1 953 (Thapar Commemor- 
later paper (1955' /Z but the Justifications for those conclusions are given in a 
( ‘ 955 ’ J ' HelmmthoL. vol. 29, pp. 105-152). In this a very persuasive 
case is made for treating R. terncola as a species of that genus and so by default 

Duiarffin’s V" S ? oncius,on was cached, and still stands, on the basis of 

superfluous descn P tlon 50 that any reference to R. aspera Biitschli. 1873 is 

The significant question for the Commission, however, is whether it is necess- 

Z wo a ?d e SeTo a Sv eith r° ffiCial LiS, ‘ AS 1 rCad ' helateSt edition of the Code 

his would give no additional protection to either name, and there is no evidence 

t he pZss fbi ! h v ‘n frh " onlysli ® ht adv antage might be to make anyone considering 

iSnffiks the mZ, f a h g V ng V* genenC n3me ,0 think again - because Bhabdms now 
supplies the root for higher-taxon names up to Class and Subclass. 



Note by R. V. Melville (former Secretary) 

HowevL ai h grateful ,’° Dr ln ghs for the additional information he has supplied, 
effect of the He Under ^ andS tHe f0rma ' P° sition ’ which 'S that the putting into 
1958 nenH | S '°n l m ° pln '° n 104 on Rhabditis and R. tenicola was postponed in 

rne 5 reW P aimeH 8 , C a " fiC f 10n u° f lhC taxonomic status of R. terncola. My proposals 
merely aimed to complete this piece of unfinished business before the Commission 
and 1 maintain that this should be done. ’ 

Dougherty’s 1955 paper shows that Dujardin’s original description of the 

K’s' °: i t0 b ;; dent ;f ed beyond doubt - * * * 

Keiters work (1928, Arb. zool. Inst. Umv. Innsbruck, vol. 3, pp. 93-184) that that 
description can be used to recognise R. aspersa Biitschli as conspecific with R 
terncola Dujardm, so that reference to the latter still has point. 
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It is true that placing a name on the Official List does not give that name 
any added protection against hitherto undiscovered senior homonyms or synonyms; 
that protection is afforded by Article 78i. But at least the status of the names 
involved has been thoroughly examined and this alone provided a measure of 
security. 

COMMENTAIRE SUR CAECILIIDAE CHEZ LES AMPHIBIENS ET CHEZ 
LES PSOCOPTERES: NOUVEA UX ELEMENTS ET NOUVELLE 
PROPOSITION. Z.N.(S.)2333 

(see vol. 40, pp. 124-128; vol. 41, pp. 108-109, 207-208 and vol. 42, pp. 220-221) 

par Alain Dubois ( Laboratoire des Reptiles et Amphibiens, Museum national 
d’Histoire naturelle , 25 rue Cuvier, 75005 Paris, France) 

Les propositions faites par Moore, Nussbaum & Mockford (1983), par 
Smith & Polhemus (1984) et par Moore (1984) pour resoudre ce cas d’homonymie 
dans le groupe-famille sont interessantes mais reposent sur une connaissance 
incomplete de la bibliographic sur cette question. Comme nous 1’avons montre par 
ailleurs (Dubois, 1984, 1985), le premier nom du groupe-famille disponible pour la 
famille d’Amphibiens Gymnophiones comprenant le genre Caecilia Linne, 1758 
n’est pas caeciliadae Gray, 1825, mais cecilinia Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 1814, nom 
fonde sur Cecilia [Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 1814], une emendation injustifiee de 
Caecilia Linne, 1 758 (pour plus de details, voir Dubois, 1985). 

L’application des Articles 32(c) (iii) et 35(d)(ii) du nouveau Code exigerait 
dans ce cas de corriger automatiquement le nom cecilinia Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 
1814 en caeciliidae Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 1814, mais alors le probleme 
d’homonymie avec le nom de famille de Psocopteres subsisterait. 

Nous proposons comme solution a ce probleme d’homonymie Paction 
suivante, a notre avis bien plus simple et economique que celles suggerees jusqu’ici: 
il suffirait que la Commission decide de suspendre dans ce cas l’application des Art. 
32(c)(iii) et 35(d)(ii) du Code, de maniere a retablir la simple primaute du Principe 
de Priorite. Le nom valide de la famille d’Amphibiens Gymnophiones serait alors 
ceciliidae Rafinesque-Schmaltz, 1814, et l’homonymie avec le nom caeciliidae 
Kolbe, 1880 serait levee sans qu’aucune autre action soit necessaire. 
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